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Relatlonships Anong Locus of Control Grades, and Student Ratings .,

.

. WA
Steven V. Owen and Robin D. Froman '
. . N .
‘ B - N . ’
* . University of Comnecticut /
’ ) . N - -V ! r‘
Intro uct1on Ob jectives ' ' - .

A

Student rétings of instruction centinue to grovw in popularity ‘and use.
The  research literature, comprised gnnef:}i& of scale development and validity
studies, is largely supportive.of stydent ratings, and this support surely ﬁas

heiped to incregse.ratingsi popularit$. However, twt‘major péoblems occur re-
peatedly in rese#reh,on student ratings of inétrgctiéh. 'First, many rgéﬁarcﬂ;—
ers imply that positive outconés with a particular sc;le at a pa}ticular
school sh&lld generalize to all scales and schools. Thero is ample eV1dence

to suggest that scale propert1es do not gunera11ze 80 easily (Owen, 1976'

Doyle and Whitely, 1974), and more espe¢1a11y, that even students wof different

»

major areas perceive instructor competencies differently (Slater arid Owen, 1974).
' ®,

Second, many studies have used dnivariate atatinticai analyses, sometimes re-
su1t1ng in groat loss of data Lnd perhapn a d1stortion of the results.

The construct of locus of control has been shoun to relate fo a large
‘number of behaviors: acadenic achtevement, political activism, responsiveness
'Io external ;eedback, peychopathology,-ability,to'delay gratification, and wo
?nr(Lefcourt, }9]6). T#é literature is ap;rde, howoyer,-op the relationship
bety;en‘locus of dontrol and students' porception of teache; competencs. ‘A
single study by Flanders, non-i.oﬁ, ;nd Brode (1968) lliowqd that 6th ~grade
ntrol -hould more docltno ‘in attitudol

. toward ¢teachers over the school ye thnn did thoir into"gl pooru. Thqy
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v, . i . )
hypotfesized that the external youngsters' attitudes reflected their degen—
dence on external sources of feedback‘(e.g., the absence of teacher p?aise).

Such a relationship between control orientation and attitudes would }*

"suggest an intereqf&ng individull difference in perception and evaluatioﬁ;

"but 1t would also be damaging to the validity,of.a rating instrument, as it
5 . ’

points to a systematic source of extraneous variance.”
.o, . ’

. Another variable which has been shown to influence student ratings’ is

g

thé expectéd gradg in a course (Weaver, 1960). " Yet, a related variable is
typically even more striking in its influence on ratings: the &iscregancx

between expected and actual gradés (Bahséll and Magoon, 1972; 5pnnedy, 1975;

AV . U
Lolli, 1976). 1In brief, these students who expect a grade higher tham theip.—"~

; : ' . o Sl \
actual grade tend to be "generous" in ratin:gs,_ Mﬁ&. ) -

e

Because d{scfepancies in actual'igz/gxpecﬁfd grgdgsArepreseni‘a s.urgg ,
of dissonant and exéernal feedback, it m@ght be predicted that students with - )

*an external locﬁa(of ggntrol would be most influ;nced by d{séroﬁancies,'ana..‘
intd{gal st;dents, leas§ influenced. Thus, ;f this hypothosis.holds tiueﬂ

-an interaction be£&egnrlocub of control and a&q discrepancy would be seen.

//The present research was designed $o test this! interaction.

i

o

Y

.- Methods - ’ (

~

. One hundred ninety—éix collége students in gaograﬁhyxand educdtion were

-

administered two instruments- in the last week of élasée;, and prior to the

award of flinal grades; The instruments were, first, the Nowicki-Duks Locus
- A - -
of Control Scale fOﬂ:Adults (1914), dnd an instructional rating form whose

dévelopment ia‘deécri’od eIéeuheEe’(Lolli and .Owen, g9ﬂ6). The instructional

rating form consists of several bits of demographic data (ise., semester stand—

ing, expected grade, etc;), 13 High inforQAce,evaluative items (i.e.,




N

oo

.

.

", demonstrates overall organization; almoet' neve'r...a.lnoat elwqye),' and' 51 low

!

'mference 1tems in .a checklist format (i.e., epbke,m & monotone)(eee Appendk&

-

A). The two data sources were a.dmimstered in a r&ndom order to etudente, to.
» &
control for a poteqtial sequence effecte in xtesting. A diecrepency score wee-

-

created for egsh studeﬁt by subtxa.cta.ng the self—reported grade point avera.ge

(GPA) trom the expected grede 1n the course.

i
Usm‘gdetep\nee multiple regreeelqn techuques, the data were a.na.lyzed

Y

in this .fashion: the two maln &ffects-—-locus of.control 'ecore, and thg dis-

x \ A

' . Lo
crepa.ncy scores—were "forced into the regression equet1on.- The interagtmn
‘ t

between these t\p effeg;ﬁ( was then entered and ' tested for incremental validity

'1nference rating items as the d.ependent variable,

\ -

_ the Rs were low (:15 to \.24)$ the occasional ‘signifigance of the interaction

- . - 14

" as follows: / . . N
N - -
, 'Y - . . L.

,;./' Fos (R - )/ (m - m)® CL.

;,! . i ‘ . )
. 2 .
(L -B8)/ & - - - 1)
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, p. 178)

L4

The regrees1one were repea‘ed 13 tmes, in each case using one of the 13 high

»

Tab'le 1 depicte the means and ete.ndard deviatione on all variablee.‘\On

three of the 13 multiple regression enalyeee, the 1nterectlon between ldcus {

of GOnt;-ol and’ grade diecrepancy sl{owed eigniﬁcant increnentel va.hdity (see
{

Table 2). Two additional interaction terms approached significance.. Althou’gh

-

-

‘term euggesta*t'ﬁatisone gystematic variation in student ratings can be "ettri-

buted to the per!lormlity clie.racte'rie’tice of locus of control. .An inepection !
of the three“e‘ignificant interaction teme reveals the pettern.jpotheeized.
Extemel_etudente who expected a gre.de higher thanr their GPA ward" the

1nstructor, externale who expect. a grede lower than the1r P metimes respond

-~

.

[}




with a lowqr rating of the instructor. For illustrative purposes, Figure 1

-shows the 1nteract19n between control *orientation and grade diecrepancy for .

- hd ¢

eva.luatwe item 5. , . _ . L

-

The reeulte take on clearer nature when the dependexrt'neeeures‘ -,are
examined more caremlly.‘ In prior priicipel. cougop‘ents studies of‘the 13:
high inferenée ems (here used as criteria), tW principal- compouents emerged,
and :exe named " ea.clnng effel:twenees" and "l‘terectlon with etudents.“ Vas
\1t.,happens, the three criterion items elgmfihntly_ predicted by the inter-
action term in the present reeearch are the same thr;e items which sltowed the -

-

hlghest component loa.dmgs An the earlier studies.’ The conponent loadinge of

+80 to .90 show that these three items weight heavily in the overall construct

’
{

‘validity of the scale. It can be inferred in turn’that‘the present regression
results are not merely c1rcumete.nt1a.1 they represent small \but eysteuatm

I W
,sources of "npl.se," in the rating of teachers.

The practical significance of the present rieeultt is not yet clear. _.
Obviously, replications must be carried out to determine the generalizability =
of the resultg. If-the results prove generalig’able, should we discount exter-'- \

“nal e'iudents' ratings of their teachers? 1t coulci be argued that because the ‘
" effect occum only occe,nonally, and because it is not a ue.qeive souroce of

r J
va.r1at10n, e should 11ve with it as error varution. On the other hend,

’

. teachers whoee livelihood depends partially on etudent ratings night inemt
that the data be "cleansed.” jider. further the poee:l.ble rartmg d1etort1one

AY,
. that mght occur in a class wheretthe instructor were overly "generoue, .
Y - - ‘ "
where the metmctor is a "herd" grader. o '

\
[

~—Lurrent]y underway are gna.lyeee‘mte_nded”to combine“several neggfng'
: ‘ ) -~ - \ ‘ Tyt )
gources of extraneous variation in ratings. Of interest h@re is whether the

sources are.additive, 3r'qver1apping and thus less damaging to the construct .

1

"validity of rating instruments.
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To illustrate the interaction regression plane for item 5, students with locus
of control 8cores one s.d. above the mean (12) and one s.d. below the meah (4)
were'chosen.. They are labeled, respectively, as "external" and 'internal”,

-

R;tings on all items range from zero (low) to five (high).’

3Discre'pa.ncy scorés were coded from -7 (low GPA expecting a high grade) to +8
(high GPA expecting a low grade). - , . . g

i
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Means and.?tandgfd'ﬂeviatfbns of A}l fariables
- Variajle' - Meén ~,  Standard Deyiﬁti;;: |
1 T, - peses : .;.§.7595"TI:”
.2 4.2135 10.7099
* 3 4.7{71"A 0.6964
4 < 4:4458 0.6961,
> . 4.3112 ,o.75'f9
6 ° S 4,3673 0.7698 .
7 4.3386 . 0.7520
| - ';4.4404 0.7981 »
9 P 2139, 0.
10 ‘ LAy 0.8915
1 E{ L 4.4000 6:8194 <
12"' Y 4.2786 0.8402  °
n T 44107 0.7917 )
. 1L0C B.4694 T o39ms -
pIsc * 1.9388 31,2562
" xemop’ 21.9337. 276.6841
‘ 4 2= .
-IVari 19;31 through 13 represent r;tings it;ms;' ir stems

are

ven in Appendix A. LOC = Nowicki-Duke tﬂr
Score; DISC = Discrepancy beiween expected ,gfade amd current

grade point dverage; XPROD = Interactioh term

of Cont

1

L

of LOC and DISC.
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- ! Table 2 © -
A 1 ’
Summai*y of Regresslqn Outcomes for Prod.lcnon - ‘. , :
N 4 ., i ! v ‘--
. - 'of Thirteen Evaluatwe Items (N = 196) . - L '
oot 2 . 2 " F for Increspntal , L
“Item Predictors R R Ya.lidit; 'l‘gc_:. <
; LOC - '0084 0007 ’ ’ ’ -
FER DISC | <096 w009, ¢+ ¥ - . _
e XPROD .120 »014 1.01 (n.s.) - )
, ' v * .
2 LoC .. .132. .01
_— DISC 0133 .018 ' Y
. XPROD 192 037 3.71 (nese)
-3 LOC :168 028 o SRR
ISC * 170 029 ., -
0D .170 029 ° _ 0.04 (n.s.). 2 N
4 LOC . 0055 . 0003 ' ‘ . ’ s .
y DISC .059 . +003 . .
I XPROD .152° «023 o 3.80 (nese) . o
-5  Loc 061 .004 o o o0 X
.. -DIsC .080 <006 : R
. % XPROB 185 .y <034 5¢51. (pa<%05) e
-6 Loc .053" 4,003 ° ‘. ¥, -
. - DISC - ‘ o,057 N -o(‘*,} .. ' ) -
_ xbROD 058 003 o’:oz'(p.s.‘) . .
7 Loc * - 080,006 O SR
. DISC 081 .007 : ’ AN
, . XPROD, .084 - ,007 .0.09 (n.sk) * -
8 - LoC .010 000 » .« .
‘ DISC .021 .000 ' .
XPROD <036 .001 ¢0.15 (n.s.)
9 Loc ' .138 .019 : S
DISC "\\ 0143 .021 ' .
XPROD Le144 .021 " 0,04 (n.s.) . . '
10 Lac - 011 . .000 T . -
nIsC - 0138 00'19 - )
XPROD N 0138 0019 0009 _(!;.Bo) . L.
11 LOC .038 001 ™, SR ..
DISC, .043 .002 , ! ‘
XPROD 0050 ’0002 0005 (nos.) :
/12 e | - .103 011 /
XPROD «237 . +056 5069 (py< +05) .
13 LOC, .042 #002, :
° DISC : 0053 .003' , . ®
XPROD . 0220 052 7 8.50 (p < .01)

J'F‘or 1tem stems, see Appendix A

expected
term of LOC.and DISC.

e

, RSN ¢

.

I,,OC = Nowicki-Duke Locus of Control Scoro; DISC - Discropa.ncy betwaen
ade and current grade pomt ave

i‘Ta XPROD ‘= In‘toraction "‘ .

.
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. © SIGN YOUR NAME. ERASE CLEANLY IF YOU CHANGE AN ANSWER. mmwmm’rnmum )
. . ~ . INSTRUCTOR BEFORE THE COURSE' 18 lcoxrrE™®D, . ‘.
sgnntor sunding Y+ 1s Course 1n Your ¥a jor lxpoctod Grade Cumilative Avorm Hov Often Did. you Attoud
. - . . ". in Thie Ccm-u ... (QPR) ) Class: '
rd 1
. -2 .. ' Yn A A Less than 10 : 90-100%
~ 34 , ‘ B\ B o ¢ 10-14 . 75-69%
: 5-6 N ¢ = 15-19 ' 50-74% : :
. -8 L . ‘ S I ot 20-24 25-49% '
9 or more . % . Y F. i 25-29 . o-24%
Graduate o : Pu- . 30-34 . . ) :
. ‘ ) " Audit \ . 35 or more ‘ ) %
1. Row much hnvu you learned from this couroor U - U U U, U ‘
» -+ " almost nothing a little a foderate amount quite a bit _ & grea$ deal .
2, Hﬁw woild you rate this instructor in ad g 0O - g T ‘
_ . . general all a.round‘tniMng Sbil‘i,ﬁ'?' . poor lses than adequate average good _ exosllent
. - : 0 ) . e g, 2 § v 2.
e B | N L S
4 - g [ - ] L4
Pleass omit those of the-following 1tems. which are not appropriate SQ E A B ) .-
B, ) a e -~
s ' . . svE. 'k §s
71In nf opinion, this imstruoter , - , ’ . ' g e
3. Mests class regularly and oh time Nt " (] A
4. Presents mterial in a clear and effsctive manner ) ! L '
5. ‘Demonstrates overall orginisation - Yo ' ’ |
6. * Makes purpose and cbjectives of oourss clesr o7 - ! _
.+ 7. Mifille clase cbjeotives - ow s .
8. Makes work assignments and student nop’bmibnfty clear . © ) ‘o
9. Stimulites interest : ' ! )
10. "Uses expmination items which strees mporhnt umct- of couru ’ ' J .
11: Grades fafrly and impartially , ) . . ‘
12, 1Is accessible tc studenta both in and out of class , H
13. Shows'&n interest in and condbrn for.lhuhntu, - . r . . -
e —————
DIQGNOS‘I‘IC CHECK LIST: The following is !or the use of yaur Anstruotor for oge of ulontifying areas of “
R ° performance’ which need improvement. Plsage obaeck oLy ¢ areas which you found to be -,
1 . :- .- . - g ) 1 .
14.0) vas oonsistentlyslate in dtarting or . 138. [J presented too h dotail or , 58.(J too much smoking to'ok
.ending clase trivia place
1§, ¥as consistently unprepared did not strees important points 59..)cheating was widuprud
16." | had 1llegibles handwriting presented material at too fast a ppoe ‘604 snrollments. were too
17.jcams to class intoxicated or otherwiee presented material at toc elow a pace . large for effe
) ‘ifcapacitated went over the same thing tco often * . instruction . -
had a distraoting esoking habdit ' 4id not mee enough illustrations, 61.(J-content was not
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24. |meemed precocupiéd with pguonnl prohlenms 47, Duupd rnd.tu materiale and thon ignored catdlog 'dnoription
25..) negleoted course for other sotivities " Yhea J'D tbd"moh re ‘;':mibnity
26.{)was too dogmatic or opinionated to pronnt 48. Ddid not explain what was upootod on e was dele 4 to
: mtorhl- fairly : or sssignments graduate assistant
27.[] dieplayed hvoritin/{owu'd o(r'uin studants ~ 49, Ddid not provide enough fndbul or oo-onto . L]
28. splaysd prejudice ‘on the basis of race, sex, ‘ on eXams OF papers - : '
religion, sthnicity, eto.’ T 50 ws slow in refurning graded work R
28.[] spoke ,in a monotone ) stressed rote wemorisstion or trivia rathef .
30..)wme difficult tq hear or understand’ (mblu. ' than understanding on exams , . .
) acosrit, inaudible) Applied greding etandards 1umuuut1y et
3. h.d distraoting speeeh hadite ’ ;;. grades too-smsily : . . ;
32.U etricting panmerisme (nervousnews, min‘. 54.L did not prMh’oMuh "P or other R :
tok,’ uon’ for* ovaluation g S
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3. d in %00 mich idle ohit-ohat' werth the price L 3 ¥
38, p read ledtures . 56.[] assigned too muoh "busy werk” \| - /
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